
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT 
 

2007-12-0262 
 
 

April 17, 2008 
 

 
CONTRACT WITH THE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

 
Inspector General David O. Thomas, after an investigation by Special Agent 
Chuck Coffin, reports as follows: 
 
 

The Office of the Inspector General (“OIG”) first became aware of this 

request to investigate through a December 5, 2007 newspaper article in the 

Indianapolis Star which outlined a letter dated December 4, 2007.  Exhibit A.  

The letter was written by reporting party (“RP”) Dan Parker in his official 

capacity as Chair of the Indiana Democratic Party.  This letter was delivered to 

the OIG subsequent to the publishing of the newspaper article and a related 

internet posting.  Exhibits B and C. 

The RP in his letter accused a Cameron Savage (“Contractor”) of violating 

the Code of Ethics and requested an investigation into Contractor’s six-month 

employment contract (“contract”) with the Office of the Governor and “The 

Mitch for Governor Campaign Committee (“Campaign”).  

Specifically, the RP in his letter requested answers to five questions which 

are addressed in the below findings. 
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I. 

 An investigation commenced.  Witnesses were interviewed, including 

Contractor and multiple persons from the Office of the Governor.  An interview 

request was made to the RP but was declined.  Exhibit D. 

Documents were obtained and reviewed.  These included the contract, 

documents relating to the cancellation of the contract, e-mails from the relevant 

parties, and the open records requests made to the Office of the Governor by the 

RP and the responses thereto. 

Legal research was also conducted.  This included the definitions within 

the Code of Ethics as alleged by RP in his requesting letter. 

 
 

II. 

 The OIG has jurisdiction to investigate matters which may violate the 

Indiana Code of Ethics.  IC 4-2-7-3(3).  The OIG is also “responsible for 

addressing fraud, waste, abuse and wrongdoing in agencies.”  IC 4-2-7-2(b).  The 

OIG is to conduct investigations and “recommend policies and carry out other 

activities designed to deter, detect, and eradicate fraud, waste, abuse, 

mismanagement, and misconduct in state government.”  IC 4-2-7-3(2).   

Ethics investigations are confidential unless the State Ethics Commission 

determines probable cause exists for a violation or if the respondent waives 

confidentiality.  IC 4-2-6-4(b)(2)(E).   Contractor has notified the OIG he waives 

this statutory confidentiality. 
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III. 
 

 The OIG addresses the RP’s questions as presented. 

 
1. 

 
 RP first requests an OIG investigation on: 
 

“The amount of the contract between [Contractor] and the Governor’s 
Office compared to the duties outlined therein.  Was it in the taxpayers’ 
best interest to agree to pay [Contractor] the equivalent of $140,000 a year 
for the services he provided?  Did the contract promote government 
efficiency?” 

 
Exhibit A, supra. 

 

Findings 

The RP is incorrect in alleging that the six-month contract was for an 

annual amount of $140,000.  The Executive Document Summary incorrectly lists 

$70,000 in box six as the “total amount [of] this action,” but the contract, itself, 

specifies a monthly payment of $5,833. 

$5,833 x 6 months = $34,998 

Exhibit E (page one of the contract, paragraph two). 

This monthly amount of $5,833 also matches the actual payment by the 

Office of the Governor to Contractor for his 16 days of employment. 

$3,888.89 in total paid to Contractor 
= 16 of the 24 work days in May of 2007 @ $5,833 per month 
 

Exhibits F, G, H, I and J. 
 
 Although a subjective determination, we cannot say that an annualized 

salary of $69,996 for a Communications Consultant for the Office of the 

Governor is inefficient and against the taxpayers’ interests. 
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2. 
 

RP requests an OIG investigation on a second matter: 
 

“Any overlap between [Contractor’s] publicly funded duties and his 
official campaign duties.  When did he begin his role with the campaign?  
When, if at all, was his publicly funded contract officially terminated?  
How much was he paid under that contract?  How much was he paid by 
the campaign?” 

 
Exhibit A, supra. 
 

Findings 
 

RP offers no evidence on this issue other than his allegation that: 
 
“[B]eginning as early as July 2007, media reports indicate that 
[Contractor] was publicly speaking on behalf of Gov. Daniels’ re-election 
campaign… [I]f the appearance that [Contractor] was simultaneously 
working both for a political campaign and as a publicly funded contractor 
in the Governor’s Office does not beget an official investigation by our 
office, then I’m afraid I do not understand what function your office 
fulfills….” 

 
Exhibit A, supra. 
 
 RP’s allegation that Contractor was employed by the Office of the 

Governor in July of 2007 is incorrect.  Assuming that the unidentified July 2007 

statements were made as alleged, the evidence shows that Contractor and the 

Office of the Governor terminated his contract on May 22, 2007, the date he 

commenced his new employment with the Campaign.  Exhibits F and G, supra, 

and K. 

These documents were supplied to the RP’s Communication Director on 

December 5, 2007 by the Office of the Governor in response to the RP’s Access 

to Public Records request made the day before.  Exhibit L (cover letter; for 
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attachments to cover letter, see Exhibits E, F, G, H and I, supra). 

A timeline of these events is as follows: 
 
 
May 1, 2007 Contractor begins work for the Office of the Governor. 
  (Exhibit E, supra). 
 
May 22, 2007 Contractor ends work with the Office of the Governor and 

begins work with Campaign (Exhibits F, G and L, supra). 
 

July 2007 Unidentified statements by Contractor (Exhibit A, supra) 
 
Dec. 5, 2007 RP’s letter requesting investigation published in 

Indianapolis Star article (Exhibits A and B, supra) 
 
 
This physical evidence (Exhibits E - J) showing these dates was further 

corroborated through the interviews.   

We find no evidence to support the RP’s allegation that Contractor 

performed work for the Campaign while employed under contract by the Office of 

the Governor and have gone beyond RP’s allegations by conducting interviews 

and reviewing correspondence, documentation, and computer e-mail files.  See 

e.g. Exhibits B, E, F, G, H, I, J, K and L. 

 
 

3. 
 
 RP requests the OIG to investigate a third matter: 
 

“What deliverables were provided by [Contractor] to the State under his 
publicly funded contract?” 

 
Exhibit A, supra. 

 
Findings 

 In the 16 days that Contractor worked for the Office of the Governor, his 
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supervisor Betsy Burdick stated that Contractor set up a computer correspondence 

generation and tracking program that has been used at the federal level, something 

the Governor’s Office did not have previously.  She also stated that Contractor 

developed and coordinated standard language for releases to be issued by 

agencies and the Governor’s Office.   

 Contractor’s Invoice for payment under “Services Performed” states: 

“Contractor performed services enumerated in the above listed contract on 
file with the Office of the Governor.  These duties among other things 
include serving as a Communications Consultant to the Office of the 
Governor, working with agencies on content for various publications, 
drafting talking points, working with constituent services on responses to 
inquires [sic] made to Governor’s office, attending meetings to assist in 
effective communication.” 
 

Exhibit H, supra. 

 No evidence contradicts this evidence, including the evidence from the 

interviews, correspondence, documentation, or computer e-mail files.  

 The RP further does not provide any evidence to the contrary.  Exhibit A, 

supra. 

 
 

4. 

 RP requests the OIG to investigate a fourth matter: 

 “Pursuant to 40 IAC 2-1-4, was [Contractor] a state employee during the 
time his publicly funded contract was in effect?  The definition of an 
‘employee’ includes ‘an individual who contracts with an agency for 
personal services for more that thirty (30) hours a week for more than 
twenty-six (26) weeks during any one (1) year period.’  

 
Exhibit A, supra. 
 

Findings 
 
 40 IAC 2-1-4 as cited by the RP was overruled in Public Law 2005-222.  
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The definition of an “employee” is now found in IC 4-2-6-1(7).1   

 Under the former definition as cited by RP in 40 IAC 2-1-4, Contractor 

was not an “employee” for purposes of applicability of the Code of Ethics.2

However, Contractor was an “employee” for purposes of the Code of 

Ethics under the newer, expanded application of the Code of Ethics because he 

was “an individual who contract[ed] with an agency for personal services.”  IC 4-

2-6-1(7), overruling 40 IAC 2-1-4. 

 
 

5. 
 

The RP’s fifth and final request for the OIG to investigate is stated: 
 

If [Contractor] was considered a state employee for the duration of his 
contract, did he violate state ethics rules with respect to prohibited 
political activity?   

 
 

Findings 
 

No evidence revealed that Contractor performed work for the Campaign 

while employed under the contract by the Office of the Governor.  The OIG 

expanded its investigation beyond RP’s allegations by conducting interviews and 

examining correspondence, documentation, and computer e-mail files, and found 

no evidence to support RP’s contention.  See e.g. Exhibits B, E, F, G, H, I, J, K 

                                                 
1 Public Law 2005-222 amended the law to define an “employee” for purposes of application of 
the Code of Ethics as follows:   "Employee" means an individual, other than a state officer, who is 
employed by an agency on a full-time, a part-time, a temporary, an intermittent, or an hourly basis. 
The term includes an individual who contracts with an agency for personal services. for more than 
thirty (30) hours a week for more than twenty-six (26) weeks during any one (1) year period [sic]. 

 
2 Under the previous definition of an employee in 40 IAC 2-1-4, Contractor was not an 
“employee” because his contract period was from May 1, 2007 through October 31, 2007, this 
being 128 days which translates to 25 weeks and 3 days.  The investigation shows that Contractor 
worked 7.5 hour days from Monday through Friday.  This point is moot, however, since the new 
and expanded Code of Ethics deems him an “employee” for purposes of applicability of the Code. 
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and L. 

 The RP’s only allegation of an ethical violation is in the unidentified 

statements by Contractor in July of 2007, more than one month after Contractor’s 

separation from employment from the Office of the Governor.  Exhibits F, G, and 

H, supra. 

 

CONCLUSION 

For all of the above reasons, the OIG finds no violation of the Code of 

Ethics. 

 Dated this 17th day of April, 2008. 

 
 
      
 
     ____________________________________  
     David O. Thomas, Inspector General 
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